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THE  DEPUTY  MAYOR  SYSTEM 


Background 

The  San  Francisco  City  Charter  does  not  describe  the  specific  position  of  Deputy 
Mayor.  The  first  Executive  Deputy  Mayor  position  was  created  in  December  1973 
by  Mayor  Alioto.  During  Mayor  Moscone's  Administration  there  were  two  indi- 
viduals who  had  the  title  Deputy  Mayor.  Each  was  paid  the  same  salary.  One 
Deputy  Mayor  was  in  charge  of  management;  the  other  dealt  with  fiscal  matters. 
Mayor  Feinstein's  staff  structure  included  two  individuals  with  the  title  Executive 
Deputy  to  the  Mayor. 

The  current  Mayor  has  seven  Deputy  Mayors.  He  has  divided  the  City's  fifty-four 
departments  into  seven  "cluster"  groups  according  to  areas  of  responsibility.  One 
Deputy  Mayor  heads  each  cluster.  Materials  provided  by  the  Mayor's  Office 
indicate  that  each  Deputy  Mayor  coordinates  departmental  planning  and  action, 
meeting  formally  with  his  or  her  cluster  approximately  once  a  month,  and  with 
individual  department  heads,  commissioners,  or  other  officials  as  necessary.  The 
Mayor  sometimes  attends  cluster  meetings.  The  Deputy  Mayors  as  a  group  meet 
with  the  Mayor  twice  a  week  and  without  the  Mayor  once  a  week.  The  Mayor 
does  not  have  regularly  scheduled  formal  meetings  with  all  department  heads  at 
one  time.  Occasional  meetings  that  include  all  department  heads  are  called  by  the 
Mayor  as  needed,  sometimes  on  one  day's  notice,  and  follow  an  agenda  dictated 
by  the  Mayor. 

Six  of  the  Mayor's  Deputy  Mayors  are  paid  salaries  of  594,458  and  each  receives 
employee  health  benefits  worth  an  additional  S  1,700.  They  are  not  part  of  the 
City's  retirement  system  and  the  City  does  not  contribute  to  Social  Security  for 
them.  One  Deputy  Mayor,  whose  basic  responsibilities  in  this  Administration  and 
salary  level  predate  the  appointment  to  the  position  of  Deputy  Mayor,  is  paid 
approximately  $102,500  under  a  personal  services  contract  and  does  not  receive 
any  additional  benefits. 

The  Deputy  Mayor  salary  level  of  $94,458  is  equal  to  that  of  an  Executive  Deputy 
to  the  Mayor  under  Mayor  Feinstein,  after  an  adjustment  for  inflation.  In  accord- 
ance with  the  Charter  and  at  the  request  of  the  Mayor,  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
approves  the  salaries  as  pan  of  the  Mayor's  overall  budget  request.  The  number 
of  Deputy  Mayors  that  the  Mayor  can  appoint  is  limited  only  by  the  amount  of 
funding  and  the  number  of  positions  the  Board  of  Supervisors  approves  for  this 
purpose. 

Although  the  Civil  Service  Commission  was  notified  of  these  positions  in  July  of 
1988,  the  Deputy  Mayors  are  not  Civil  Service  employees.  Deputy  Mayors  are 
provisional  employees  (appointments  to  permanent  or  temporary  positions  in  the 
absence  of  an  "available  eligible"  or  in  an  emergency).  If  they  were  permanent 
employees  a  succeeding  Mayor  would  not  have  the  ability  to  hire  or  replace  them 
without  going  through  Civil  Service  hiring  and  dismissal  proceedings.  To  date,  the 
Civil  Service  Commission  has  not  received  information  detailing  the  duties  and 
responsibilities  of  the  Deputy  Mayors  (nor  of  the  forty-five  Assistants  to  the 
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Mayor).  There  are  no  job  requirements  on  file;  consequently  these  positions  remain 
unclassified.  Five  of  the  seven  Deputy  Mayors  are  San  Francisco  residents. 

Charter  Section  3.100  requires  the  Mayor  to  "supervise  the  administration  of  all 
departments  under  boards  and  commissions"  he  appoints.  This  duty  does  not 
extend  to  City  departments  under  the  Chief  Administrative  Officer,  elected  offi- 
cials, or  the  Courts.  The  Charter  states  that  it  is  the  Mayor's  duty  to  "coordinate 
and  enforce  cooperation  between  all  departments  of  the  City  and  County.  Section 
3.101  restricts  the  Mayor's  power  to  deal  with  departmental  matters  by  requiring 
him  to  address  all  his  directions  to  the  commissions  and/or  department  heads. 
Commissions  and  department  heads  can  refuse  to  comply  with  the  Mayor's  re- 
quests. 

Findings 

San  Francisco  government  is  complicated  because  a)  it  is  both  a  city  and  a  county 
and  therefore  required  to  meet  a  wider  range  of  responsibilities  than  many  other 
municipalities,  and  b)  the  Charter  intentionally  fragments  leadership  among  the 
Mayor,  Commissions,  a  Board  of  Supervisors,  and  a  Chief  Administrative  Officer. 
Charter  prescribed  responsibilities  and  lines  of  authority  (especially  in  setting  of 
policy)  are  confusing  and,  according  to  testimony,  are  frequently  ignored. 

In  preparation  for  this  report,  the  Jury  interviewed  forty  elected  or  appointed  City 
officials,  commissioners,  department  heads  and  others  regarding  the  structure  of 
City  government  and  the  Deputy  Mayor  system.  Many  individuals  commented 
upon  the  need  for  Charter  reform.  Testimony  conflicts  as  to  the  contribution  that 
the  Deputy  Mayor  system  makes  to  the  City. 

Three  comments  were  frequently  made.  First,  any  executive  leader  has  the  right 
to  choose  his  or  her  own  "team  of  players".  Second,  the  Deputy  Mayor  system  is 
only  as  good  as  the  people  in  it  and,  according  to  many  of  the  interviewees,  the 
performance  levels  of  the  Deputy  Mayors  vary  from  exceptionally  good  to  poor. 
Third,  the  Deputy  Mayors'  salary  level  is  high  for  staff  members  who  have  no 
direct  line  authority  and  are  not  held  specifically  accountable  for  results. 

How  the  Deputy  Mayor  system  is  Working 

The  diverse  demands  upon  the  Mayor  require  him  to  assign  duties  to  aides  of  his 
own  choice  whom  he  can  trust.  Most  people  interviewed  recognized  the  Mayor's 
need  for  assistants  like  Deputy  Mayors  but  thought  there  were  too  many.  The  jury 
did  not  consider  how  many  clusters  (each  requiring  a  Deputy  Mayor  under  the 
current  system)  are  necessary  to  divide  the  City's  departments  into  workable 
segments. 

The  Budget  Analyst's  April  1990  review  and  analysis  of  the  Deputy  Mayor  func- 
tion suggests  that  San  Francisco's  Mayoral  Office  is  overstaffed  given  the  popula- 
tion and  budget  of  the  City.  Comparative  data  from  other  cities  surveyed  by  the 
Budget  Analyst  tend  to  support  this  conclusion.  (A  definitive  comparison  is  diffi- 
cult due  to  the  unique  structure  and  various  responsibilities  inherent  in  each 
municipal  government.)  According  to  the  Budget  Analyst's  report,  the  San  Fran- 


cisco  Mayor's  Office,  when  compared  to  Mayor's  offices  in  other  combined 
city/county  governments  (with  the  exception  of  New  York)  has  the  largest  budget, 
has  the  largest  number  of  employees,  and  pays  the  highest  top  salary.  The  May-- 
or's  response  to  the  report  provided  no  data  to  refute  or  justify  this  finding. 

The  Jury  did  not  assess  the  Deputy  Mayors'  credentials  nor  the  appropriateness  of 
the  individual  appointments.  However,  there  is  widespread  belief  that  some  of  the 
Deputy  Mayors  are  qualified  for  their  influential  and  highly-paid  roles  and  others 
are  not. 

The  professional  expertise  individual  Deputy  Mayors  possess  can  be  useful  not 
only  to  the  Mayor  but  to  City  departments.  Testimony  indicates  that  Deputy 
Mayors  can  be  excellent  advocates  for  a  department  head  or  formidable  obstacles 
to  be  overcome.  When  conflicting  demands  prevent  the  Mayor's  attendance, 
Deputy  Mayors  represent  him  at  City  meetings,  functions  and  emergencies  and 
later  report  to  him  on  significant  matters. 

Generally,  the  title  Deputy  Mayor  is  viewed  as  a  misnomer  because  it  implies  that 
these  individuals  have  powers,  including  line  authority,  that  they  do  not  possess. 
The  Mayor  asserts  that  he  makes  all  decisions  in  his  Office.  Since  not  all  matters 
that  involve  the  Deputy  Mayors  are  brought  before  the  Mayor,  the  Jury  assumes 
that  the  Mayor  is  referring  to  major  decisions.  One  Deputy  Mayor  said  "I  speak 
for  the  Mayor,"  adding  that  since  this  individual  knows  the  Mayor's  views  on 
matters  that  pertain  to  this  cluster  so  well,  this  Deputy  Mayor  only  "rarely"  con- 
sults the  Mayor  regarding  his  opinion  on  particular  issues.  Testimony  from  wit- 
nesses in  the  Mayor's  Office  indicated  that  the  Deputy  Mayors  "act  on  [the 
Mayor's]  behalf.  The  Charter  prohibits  the  Mayor  from  deputizing  anyone  to  act 
on  his  behalf  except  a  member  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  chosen  to  serve  as 
Acting  Mayor  in  his  absence. 

The  Mayor  has  likened  the  Deputy  Mayor  system  to  that  of  a  chief  executive's 
cabinet.  The  Jury  found  that  this  is  an  invalid  comparison.  Cabinet  members  are 
confirmed  by  an  outside  authority,  while  San  Francisco's  Deputy  Mayors  are  not. 
Cabinet  members  have  operating  responsibility  for  government  departments.  San 
Francisco  Deputy  Mayors  do  not  and,  according  to  City  and  County  Charter,  may 
not  have  this  authority. 

Several  witnesses  stated  that  opposition  to  the  Deputy  Mayor  system  was  based 
simply  on  resistance  to  a  new  idea.  However,  most  proponents  and  opponents  of 
the  system  testified  that  they  do  not  have  a  clear  concept  of  the  authority  or  job 
descriptions  of  the  Deputy  Mayors.  One  commission  President  testified  that  he 
considered  the  Deputy  Mayor  who  oversees  his  cluster  to  be  his  "boss".  Other 
commission  Presidents  adamantly  rejected  this  interpretation  of  a  Deputy  May- 
or's authority. 

Materials  provided  by  the  Mayor  in  February  1990  in  response  to  the  Budget 
Analyst's  request  for  job  descriptions  for  the  Deputy  Mayors  are  cursory  and 
confusing.  Use  of  subjective  words  in  these  materials  and  in  Deputy  Mayors' 
statements  such  as  "oversee"  or  "coordinate"  to  describe  the  Deputy  Mayors'  rela- 
tionship to  City  departments  does  nothing  to  illuminate  the  question.  One  Deputy 
Mayor,  in  response  to  a  question  regarding  authority,  stated  that  this  Deputy 


Mayor  "manages  ideas".  Some  department  heads  testified  that  they  believe  the 
Deputy  Mayors  lack  a  clear  understanding  of  their  own  authority  and  job  descrip- 
tions. 

Because  the  responsibilities  and  perceived  powers  of  the  Deputy  Mayors  are  not 
defined,  the  lines  of  authority  from  the  Mayor  to  department  heads,  commission- 
ers and  others  are  obscured.  The  question  often  raised  by  witnesses  was,  "Who  is 
in  charge  here?".  This  unstructured  system  also  interposes  Deputy  Mayors  --  with 
unclear  authority  -  between  commissions  and  department  heads.  These  unde- 
fined working  relationships,  and  San  Francisco's  complex  governmental  structure, 
preclude  there  being  an  equitable  mechanism  to  resolve  a  conflict  between  a 
Deputy  Mayor  and  a  cluster  or  individual  department  head  when  such  a  situation 
occurs. 

The  Deputy  Mayor  for  Government  Operations  submitted  materials  to  the 
Budget  Analyst  which  state  that  Deputy  Mayors  "do  not  get  involved  in  opera- 
tional or  personnel  matters"  in  City  departments.  The  Jury  does  not  find  this  to  be 
the  case.  Witnesses  cited  examples  of  Deputy  Mayoral  involvement  in  the  opera- 
tional functions  of  City  departments  both  under  commissions  appointed  by  the 
Mayor  and  under  elected  officials.  Department  heads,  elected  or  appointed,  are 
not  in  a  position  to  object  to  intrusion  by  Deputy  Mayors.  Their  budgets  and 
therefore  their  ability  to  function  depend  upon  the  Mayor's  support  and  his 
advocacy  before  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 

Some  individuals  who  work  with  the  Deputy  Mayor  system  view  it  as  an  addition- 
al layer  of  government  that  has  been  interposed  between  the  Mayor  and  other 
City  workers  and  between  the  Mayor  and  the  citizenry.  As  a  mayoral  appointee 
without  departmental  responsibilities,  a  Deputy  Mayors  only  real  constituency  is 
the  Mayor.  Witnesses  cited  occasions  when  a  Deputy  Mayor  has  put  the  need  to 
enhance  or  protect  the  political  image  of  the  Mayor  above  the  needs  of  the  City. 

The  Jury  heard  testimony  that  it  is  too  early  to  tell  if  the  current  Deputy  Mayor 
system  is  effective.  It  is  clear  that  some  Deputy  Mayors  do  facilitate  interdepart- 
mental action  and  enable  a  variety  of  departments  ~  which  might  be  in  conflict  - 
to  accomplish  common  goals.  Deputy  Mayors  can  also  contribute  to  long-range 
planning  in  a  different  way  from  an  official  who  deals  with  a  problem  only  from 
the  point  of  view  of  his  or  her  department. 

Communication  within  San  Francisco  government 

The  Jury  repeatedly  heard  testimony  that  San  Francisco's  government  is  polarized 
into  what  was  called  an  "inner  circle"  and  an  "outer  circle". 

Department  heads,  other  officials,  staff  members  and  citizens  who  enjoy  a  good 
relationship  with  the  Mayor  consider  him  approachable.  For  them,  Deputy 
Mayors  pose  no  obstacle  to  communication.  Some  people  testified  that  they  often 
bypass  the  Deputy  Mayors  and  simply  express  their  opinions  or  suggestions  direct- 
ly to  the  Mayor.  Access  to  the  Mayor  is  also  affected  by  the  status  of  the  official 
(elected  vs.  appointed)  and  how  personally  aggressive  the  official  is.  There  is 
general  agreement  that  department  heads  and  others  can  save  time  if  they  notify  a 
Deputy  Mayor  of  a  matter  or  seek  the  Mayor's  support  through  a  Deputy  Mayor 


rather  than  attempting  to  present  an  issue  directly  to  the  Mayor. 

Deputy  Mayors  are  intended  to  be  conduits  for  the  Mayor.  They  present  impor- 
tant issues  to  him  for  his  evaluation  and  relay  his  response  back  to  the  depart- 
ment head  or  other  official  who  has  raised  the  issue.  Because  of  the  subtleties  of 
communication,  some  officials  are  not  sure  that  issues  are  being  presented  accu- 
rately to  the  Mayor  or  that  the  Deputy  Mayor  is  correctly  relaying  the  Mayor's 
response. 

Deputy  Mayors  have  the  responsibility  to  shield  the  Mayor  from  unproductive 
demands  upon  his  time.  However  the  Deputy  Mayor  system,  through  which 
communication  in  this  administration  is  generally  achieved,  exacerbates  the 
problem  of  polarization  in  government.  Specifically,  a  Deputy  Mayor  can  become 
an  insulating  device  against  someone  who  wishes  to  communicate  with  the  Mayor 
but  who  is  not  the  Mayor's  ally.  The  Jury  found  that  there  were  instances  when 
department  heads  or  other  high  officials  were  discouraged  from  attempting  to 
speak  directly  to  the  Mayor  about  a  matter  when  they  wished  to  do  so.  In  one 
particular  cluster,  the  Deputy  Mayor  requires  that  all  Department  Heads  (and 
others)  in  this  cluster  who  seek  appointments  with  the  Mayor  first  submit  their 
requests  to  this  Deputy  Mayor  for  approval  or  denial. 

This  Administration  holds  cluster  meetings  of  related  departments  but  no  regu- 
larly scheduled  all-department  meetings.  The  Jury  heard  testimony  that  having 
only  cluster  meetings  "factionalizes"  City  government,  isolates  departments, 
discourages  a  sense  of  teamwork,  and  prevents  ideas  or  conflicts  within  depart- 
ments from  being  perceived  and  understood  by  the  rest  of  government.  Some 
senior  officials  testified  that  they  object  to  learning  of  major  City  policy  decisions 
through  the  newspapers. 

Most  participants  found  cluster  meetings  preferable  and  considered  previous  all- 
department  meetings,  when  conducted  too  often,  a  waste  of  time.  Cluster  meet- 
ings are  small  enough  to  allow  them  to  be  "working"  meetings  rather  than  purely 
informational  and,  therefore,  more  productive.  However,  many  people,  including 
those  who  generally  prefer  cluster  meetings,  testified  that  all-department  meet- 
ings afford  participants  valuable  opportunities  to  communicate  information  across 
departments.  Such  meetings  also  provide  a  forum  for  the  spontaneous  exchange 
of  ideas  or,  at  times,  critical  information.  Most  participants  would  prefer  a 
combination  of  cluster  meetings  with  infrequent  all-department  meetings.  The 
occasional  and  informal  all-department  gatherings  after  hours  held  by  the  Mayor 
are  social  events  and  not  working  meetings. 

The  Costs  of  the  Deputy  Mayor  System 

The  salaries  of  the  Deputy  Mayors  were  considered  too  high  by  almost  everyone 
interviewed  by  the  Jury  including  many  supporters  of  the  Deputy  Mayor  system 
itself1.  The  Budget  Analyst's  report  indicates  that  San  Francisco's  City  budget  is 


1.  Jlxe  Mayor's  proposed  1990-1991  budget  included  a  nearly  6%  salary  increase  for  the 
Deputy  Mayors  which  the  Mayor  subsequently  withdrew. 


less  than  Philadelphia's  and  equal  to  Baltimore's.  Yet  the  1989-1990  Mayor's 
Office  budget  of  $4,945,000  is  double  the  size  of  the  Mayor's  budgets  in  those 
cities.  Findings  in  the  same  report  also  refute  the  Mayor's  claim  to  have  cut  the 
size  and  costs  of  his  office  when  compared  with  the  Feinstein  Administration. 
This  discrepancy  has  generated  suspicion  of  this  Administration's  credibility,  as 
expressed  in  the  media. 

The  Jury  finds  that  Deputy  Mayors  are  not  held  accountable  for  specific  opera- 
tional areas  of  responsibility  outside  the  Mayor's  Office;  yet  their  salaries  exceed 
those  of  some  department  heads  who  oversee  and  are  accountable  for  large 
budgets  and  departments.  This  point  was  mentioned  by  most  people  interviewed 
as  the  most  offensive  aspect  of  the  Deputy  Mayors'  salary  level.  Many  also  ques- 
tioned the  Mayor's  judgment  at  filling  such  prominent  positions  with,  in  some 
cases,  persons  who  possessed  unexceptional  credentials  and  who  were  new  to  the 
City's  civic  and  political  environment.  Objection  to  this  highly-paid  "on-the-job- 
training"  was  voiced  repeatedly  by  witnesses. 

Some  witnesses  stated  that  it  is  necessary  to  pay  Deputy  Mayors  a  salary  commen- 
surate with  what  people  of  comparable  skills  would  be  paid  in  the  private  sector 
in  order  to  attract  persons  of  high  caliber.  However,  the  majority  of  those  inter- 
viewed felt  that  this  is  also  true  of  many  other  positions  in  City  government  which 
are  not  paid  salaries  commensurate  with  the  private  sector.  These  individuals 
believe  that  private  sector  salaries  do  not  justify  the  perceived  salary  imbalance 
between  Deputy  Mayors  and  other  City  employees. 

The  Deputy  Mayors  report  only  to  the  Mayor  and  have  no  job  descriptions  on 
record  nor  operating  responsibilities  for  which  they  are  held  accountable.  There- 
fore it  is  difficult  for  those  who  authorize  budget  expenditures,  and  for  the  voting 
public,  to  determine  the  Deputy  Mayors'  worth  to  the  City. 

The  Mayor  has  stated  that  his  Deputy  Mayor  system  should  be  judged  solely  on 
the  results  his  Administration  achieves.  He  added  that  the  voters  will  have  an 
opportunity  at  the  next  Mayoralty  election  to  express  their  view  of  how  well  he, 
with  the  help  of  his  Deputy  Mayors,  is  doing  his  job.  But  his  refusal  to  let  the 
Budget  Analyst  speak  to  the  Deputy  Mayors  directly  is  indicative  of  his  determi- 
nation to  shield  his  Office  structure,  expense  and  staff  from  scrutiny.  The  Jury 
regrets  this  denial  of  legitimate  inquiry  and  this  spirit  of  noncooperation  by  the 
City's  highest  elected  official. 


Recommendations 

1.  The  Mayor  should  prepare  a  complete  and  detailed  job  description  for  the 
Deputy  Mayor  positions  to  be  filed  with  the  Civil  Service  Commission  and  dis- 
tributed to  all  commissioners  and  department  heads  to  clarify  working  relation- 
ships. 

2.  The  Civil  Service  Commission  should  conduct  a  study  of  the  Deputy  Mayor 
positions  to  ascertain  their  level  of  responsibility  and  their  appropriate  salary 
level. 

3.  The  Mayor  should  ensure  that  the  Deputy  Mayors  do  not  interfere  with  admin- 
istrative affairs  within  departments. 

4.  In  the  1990-1991  budget  cycle,  the  Board  of  Supervisors  should  bring  the  total 
expenditures  for  the  Mayor's  Office  in  line  with  those  of  comparable  municipali- 
ties. 

5.  Prior  to  the  1991-1992  budget  cycle,  the  Board  of  Supervisors  should  direct  the 
Budget  Analyst  to  compare  the  functions  of  the  Mayor's  Office  and  specifically 
that  of  the  Deputy  Mayors  in  relation  to  other  cities.  The  Mayor  should  fully 
cooperate  with  such  an  analysis. 

6.  The  Mayor  and  Board  of  Supervisors  should  establish  a  committee  to  study 
and  revise  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Charter  to  delineate  the  duties 
and  obligations  of  the  Mayor's  Office.  Special  attention  should  be  paid  to  the 
Deputy  Mayor  positions. 

7.  In  order  to  facilitate  communication  in  City  government,  the  Mayor  should 
consider  conducting  regular  meetings  of  all  department  heads  in  addition  to 
cluster  meetings. 
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